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REMARKS 

The present response is to the Office Communication mailed February 24, 2006, 
made Final. Claims 1-13 are standing for examination. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. Claims 1-13 are further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Zahariev (US 6,035,104) hereinafter Zahariev. 

Regarding the 1 12 rejection, the Examiner states the term "the Internet" in claims 
land 4 has no antecedent basis. Applicant disagrees with the Examiner's assertion. The 
information system known in the art as the Internet, and the Internet subset known as the 
World Wide Web (WWW), is the largest publicly accessible source of information in the 
world. Because there is only one "Internet" known in existence, the term "the Internet" is 
correct in the English language. Just as "the sky" and "the world" are correct. You 
would not have to introduce "a sky" and then refer to it as "the sky" because it is 
understood by everyone on the planet that there is only one sky. The same argument 
applies to the Internet. Therefore, the Examiner should remove this unnecessary 1 12 
rejection. 

In response to the 102 rejection against applicant's independent claims 1 and 4, 
applicant herein presents valid arguments to overcome the rejection. The Examiner is 
clearly not correctly interpreting or applying the teachings of Zahariev to applicant's 
claimed limitations. 

The Examiner states that; "Zahariev discloses a site connected to the Internet 
network retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person from one or more other sites 
(see column 1, lines 25-30 and 45-50, examiner considers using communication LAN, 
WAN, to retrieving records of communication events of customer as an a site connected 
to the Internet network retrieving and aggregate data specific to a person from one or 
more other sites);" 

Applicant reproduces col. 1, lines 25-30 and 45-50 of Zahariev below: 
"Even though e-mail services have become commonplace and reliable, there are still 
some limitations. For example, e-mail services typically require the user to actively look 
up whether he or she has received e-mail, unless the user is permanently connected to the 
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Intemet. In some service packages, e-mail is delivered to a mobile device, like a palmtop- 
computer or a telephone." and "In a preferred embodiment, a system for receiving and 
forwarding e-mail messages for a subscriber is provided. The system comprises a server 
connected to a network; and a Mail Alert code set resident and operable on the server." 

Applicant understands that the Examiner is equating an end user retrieving email 
from his/her ISP to applicant's limitation reciting "a site connected to the Internet 
network retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person from one or more other 
sites." Applicant believes one with ordinary skill in the art would not equate a person 
retrieving email from their server over a WAN or LAN to a notification system connected 
to the Internet retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person from a multiplicity of 
sites. A person is not a notification system. The Examiner's assertion is unfounded in 
the art. 

The Examiner states Zahariev teaches; "an input component for the person to 
specify to the site the person-specific data to be monitored and a condition for notification 
(see column 1, line 45, examiner consider customer information and records as an input 
component for the person to specify to the site the person-specific data to be monitored 
and a condition for notification); 

Column 1, line 45 of Zahariev recites, "The Summary of the Invention". 
Applicant considers the next two lines which recite, "In a preferred embodiment, a system 
for receiving and forwarding e-mail messages for a subscriber is provided." Applicant 
fails to understand how the Examiner is applying the teaching of Zahariev to applicant's 
limitation of, "an input component for the person to specify to the site the person-specific 
data to be monitored and a condition for notification". The Examiner seems to consider 
the existence of emails for an end user on an ISP as taught in Zahariev reads on an input 
component for the person to specify to the site the person specific data. . ." applicant 
believes the Examiner is simply wrong. A person with ordinary skill in the art would not 
relate said teaching to said limitation. In an email system the user does not indicate to the 
site what information is wanted; there are only emails there. 

Applicant asserts that the Examiner must read and attempt to interpret applicant's 
claim limitations within a reasonable scope as known in the art and taught in applicant's 
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specification. It seems to applicant that the examiner is interpreting applicant's claim 
language in a much broader scope than allowed by the Office when asserting a 1 02 
rejection. 

Applicant points out that claim 1 specifically recites "A site connected to the 
Internet networ k retrieving and aggregating data specific to a person from one or more 
other sites. Applicant argues that the art of Zahariev teaches an email serve r receiving 
email and forwarding the email to a location specified by the user. The word "retrieve" 
means to locate, read and gather data, as defined in the English language and in light of 
Applicant's specification. To "receive" means that the data is handed to you, or at least 
pushed from the ISP. ZaharieVs ability to "receive" emails, either directly from the 
sender or via ISP certainly cannot read on applicant's claimed ability to retrieve and 
aggregate personal data from various sites on the Internet. In the applicant's case the 
service "pulls" the information. In the email case the emails are pushed to the email 
server. The difference must be quite clear. 

The Examiner responds to the above argument presented by applicant in the last 
response filed stating, "In response to applicant argument a), examiner does agree the 
meaning of word "retrieve" means to locate, read and gather data. However, the examiner 
cited the column where reference is teaching about receive and forwarding email 
messages (see column 1, lines 25-30 and 45-50). Examiner interprets retrieving the 
message is inherently present in receiving and forwarding e-mail messages. In order to 
forward the email message from the plurality of messages to subscriber, one must receive 
an email messages first and then retrieve or locate the message from the plurality of 
messages before forwarding the message." 

Applicant invites the Examiner to read applicant's claim limitations in context 
with the entire claim. Applicant claims retrieving data from multiple sites on the Internet, 
not locating an email internally on a server for forwarding as taught in Zahariev. A 
person with ordinary skill in the art would look at an ISP's ability to receive and forward 
an email to an end user, as taught in Zahariev and relied upon by the Examiner, to create a 
system for a site connected to the Internet network retrieving and aggregating data 
specific to a person from one or more other sites. The Examiner and the Office are 
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putting an undue burden of time and expense upon applicant when not making a 
reasonable attempt at understanding applicant's invention and providing valid prior art. 

Applicant believes claims 1 and 8 are patentable over the art of Zahariev as argued 
above. Claims 2-7 and 9-13 are patentable on their own merits, or at least as depended 
upon a patentable claim. 

As all of the newly presented claims standing for examination have been 
demonstrated to be patentable over the art of record, applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration, and that the present case be passed quickly to issue. 

If any fees are due beyond fees paid with this amendment, authorization is made 
to deduct those fees from deposit account 50-0534. If any time extension is needed 
beyond any extension requested with this amendment, such extension is hereby requested. 
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